ig the 
n this 
ons of 
ciples 
1 hard 


1 fifty 

their 
ith on 
er let 


plant. 
ut for 


would 


alistic 
prop- 
3 and 
_ indi- 
to an 


ith, it 


ust be 
erican 
preci- 

Calf. 


UMAN EVENTS 


FRANK C. HANIGHEN, Editor Contributing Editors: FRANK CHODOROV, WILLIS J. BALLINGER 





Vol. XI, No. 33 Wednesday, August 18, 1954 Washington, D. C. 





Adjournment: As Capitol Hill moves toward adjournment, it is possible to make some appraisal of 
efects of the Eisenhower legislative program. Private talks 


. oy yes: (1) New Deal Republicans; (2) conservatives 
oy as much as they can to preserve party regularity 


y 


ely, make no bones of their opposition to many if 
the first category are in raptures; those in the second 
somewhat uneasily back the “works” but express confidence that it’s what the people want; and those in 
the third are downright, although privately, critical and pessimistic about the consequences at the polls 
in November. 


rp 


All, however, pay tribute to Ike, the man; express liking for him and contrast his treatment of 
Congress with that exercised by Truman. By no means all of them like the White House Palace Guard 
and many blame what they consider Eisenhower shortcomings on “bad advice” from those around him 
in the Executive Mansion. 


The conservatives pay tribute to Ike’s brave backing of courageous Ezra Benson, Secretary of 
Agriculture, in the fight to put through the “flexible” support program. They favor his somewhat con- 
servative attitude on the public vs. private power issue. After all, there are no government-owned dams 
in the works, as there no doubt would be if Stevenson had won. Some express regret at the slowness 
with which Hells Canyon (private power project) is getting under way. 


The tax bill draws almost unanimous praise, as well as the tidelands oil legislation, the end of the 
RFC and other conservative moves. Some members — drawing attention to the way the recession has 
been softened and the-discrediting of the Democratic predictions of a sharp recession or depression — 
believe that sound features of the fiscal legislation have already inspired confidence in the world of 
business and will have excellent consequences in increasing venture capital commitments. 


So much for the orchids. But there is no use concealing the fact that many conservatives on Capitol 
Hill are acutely discontented with the Administration and doubt that its record will draw enough 
support to keep the House in GOP hands next November. 


It is well to hear what these “hard-core” conservatives, most of them former supporters of Sen. Taft, 
say “not for quotation.” (These men according to the terminology of Frank Chodorov, in the accompany- 
ing article, “Save My Son,” are the “new radicals.” ) 


They don’t like the foreign policy of the Administration. They blame it less on Eisenhower and 
Dulles than on the rank and file of State Department bureaucrats. They do however blame the Secretary 
of State for not cleaning out his house. Their recollection is that the Republicans gave the impression 
in the 1952 campaign that they, if elected, would clean out the State Department of all Acheson traces. 
They know that this has not been done, that the old Acheson holdovers are as strongly entrenched as 
ever and that they shape the policy. 


They don’t like Ike’s opposition to the Bricker Amendment and they are intensely suspicious. That 
amendment, drafted by able lawyers of the American Bar Association and approved overwhelmingly 
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three times by that body’s House of Delegates, would block the threat to our sovereignty through inter. 
national treaties. Why did the White House intervene and influence just enough votes to beat the George 
Amendment, diluted version of the Bricker measure? And why did Dulles recently denounce the “veto” 
power in the United Nations which, legal experts say, protects American sovereignty in the UN? Is this 
a covert move for “world government”? 


Foreign aid was a target for years by Republicans. Why is this bigger than ever and why didn’t 
more Republicans stand firm for a drastic reduction? Why doesn’t the White House approve of the 
Jenner-McCarran measure to break relations with Russia and Red satellite nations? Why did Dulles 
oppose repudiation of the Yalta agreement which laid open Europe to Soviet might? Why is the Adminis- 
tration apparently seeking to water down the McCarrati+W aligg-law which keeps out a flood of immigrants? 


‘ 


On the domestic front, conservatives are happy that BF ..i0n ends with the Taft-Hartley bill intact 
and are grateful that the Administration did not push too hard for its measures for “liberal reforms” 
of that statute. But they didn’t like the trend of Durkin“awd- his successor Secretary of Labor Mitchell, 
who urges “liberalization” of the law. And despite all the oratory against public housing, darling measure 
of the New Dealers, they note with acrimony that Ike is pushing for public housing to “go forward.” 
They are glad that the Treasury, by easy money or not, has scuttled prospects of a real recession. But they 
are apprehensive over the increase in the limit of the public debt. As for Social Security, they note that 
this program has not been put on a pay-as-you-go basis, but on the contrary, the Ike Administration has 
actually added nearly seven million new contributors to the phony “insurance” setup. 


Don’t all these signify simply a continuation of the New Deal Democratic legislation, and — to 
come clean — isn’t the Eisenhower program, with a few exceptions, simply a perpetuation of the New 
Deal? Won't this “me-tooism” result in loss of the House and Senate in the elections, and won’t a Demo- 
cratic Congress next year push for further New Dealism? Isn’t the GOP now in its death throes? 


These are black thoughts coming from some of the finest men on the Hill. But it is better to report 
these apprehensions in view of a future that does not look too bright for real conservatism. 


New Jersey Story: The fight waged by Republicans against senatorial candidate Case in New Jersey 
is considered the most interesting political phenomenon in the national scene today — as veteran observers 
in the Capital see it. Case is a completely New Deal Republican, with a socialistic ADA backing, and 
those trying to oust him as the candidate are conservative Republicans, mostly former followers of Taft. 
The White House supports Case; indeed, White House Secretary Shanley is believed to have jammed 
through Case’s nomination against all dissenting opinions in the state party. There lies the rub. 


For the Case affair has this important significance: the revolt against Case is a revolt against 
steamroller tactics by the dominant New Deal group inside the GOP. The revolters are insisting that 
they are good Republicans, but that they were deprived of a chance to vote in the senatorial primary — 
which is largely true. This agitation for Case’s withdrawal in the race is the equivalent of the political 
activity which they would have carried on if they had had a primary contest. It is, in effect, the 
primary. If, in the end, Case persists in running and is defeated in November (which now is believed 
likely) by the Democratic candidate (also a New Dealer) — the defeat will serve as a healthy warning 


to the hierarchy of the GOP. 


In a sense, this warning, this lesson, typifies the basic dilemma, not only of the GOP, but also 
of American politics of this era. For many years, at least since 1940, the American voting public has 
been prevented from freely exercising its will at the polls on the most vital policies. In 1940, the Willkie 
“blitz” at the GOP convention gave the GOP a candidate who took the same stand for intervention 
abroad (the most burning issue) as his Democratic opponent. Similar situations prevailed in 1944, 
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1948 and 1952. If Taft had been the Republican standard-bearer in 1952, the will of the voters would 
have been freely and fully exercised. Whatever the result, the air would have been cleared and a real 
national mandate would have been established. 

Hence, today the conflict in New Jersey looms as far more important than a fight between mere 
factions. It serves as a steam valve to release passionate, basic convictions, too long confined by party 
controls. Whatever the outcome, it constitutes a warning that issues must be ventilated and voted upon 
so that representative government can function freely. 





Who Do You Know: Or, should it be whom? Anyhow, you know at least 
one person who ought to be reading HUMAN EVENTS. Send us his name 


and address, so that we may contact him. A hundred names would be 
better. (We promise not to mention your name in writing prospects.) 











Press: Judge Robert Morris (now on the New York City bench) and Dr. Bella Dodd, ex-Communist, 
assailed the press treatment of committees investigating Communists, before the Jenner committee on ~~ 
August 13. Morris put into the record an article from the New York Times showing “unfair” treatment 
of the Jenner commitiee in a story. Dr. Dodd said the papers gave aid to Communism in coverage of 
the appearance of a “Fifth Amendment” witness before the Jenner committee. Most of the papers, said 
Dr. Dodd, emphasized the attacks of the witness upon Jenner and played down the fact that the witness 
took cover under the Fifth Amendment. 


Dr. Dodd urged that fair newspapermen draw up a “code of ethics” for coverage of Communism 
hearings. “Stories are written,” she said, “as if the chairman and the committee were on trial. 
The antics of Communist witnesses and their abuse of senators are played up.” 


The lady educator was prominent in the Communist party from 1922 to 1949, when she was 
expelled. She now lectures on labor matters at St. John’s University and practices law. She says 
“the hidden power of the Communist party is greater now than it was in 1947. It has invaded both 
political parties. It is always 2 per cent above ground and 98 per cent underground . . . I notice 
that persons, whom I knew as trained Communists, are rising in the professional, political, educational 
and newspaper fields. I see well known by-lines in newspapers of persons whom I knew as Communists. 
I do not know if they still are.” 


Investigating committees, said Dr. Dodd, are one of the agencies the Communist party fears most. 
Hence, she said the constant effort of the C.P., to discredit committee chairmen and to drive them from 
public life. The present uproar about abuse of witnesses and invasion of the rights of witnesses is of 
Communist origin, she testified. 


More Guatemalas?: Recently the Senate Internal Security subcommittee got possession of an inter- 
ofice memo in the State Department describing the operations of a certain international organization 
as heading the United States for a “series of little Guatemalas” in Latin America. The body referred 
to was the Intergovernmental Committee for European Migration (ICEM), headquarters in Geneva, which 
has hitherto enjoyed a good reputation for soundness of purpose and execution. The body is designed 
to facilitate the migration of European surplus populations to other parts of the world. An important 
area of its activity is Latin America. 


What the Senate committee is concerned about is the security screening of these emigrants. Recently, 
the Chief Security Officer of the ICEM, David Hoyt, resigned and returned to the State Department 
(which had loaned him to ICEM). Senator McCarran had Hoyt subpoenaed to appear before the 
Senate Internal Security committee in executive session. Hoyt testified that there was actually 
ho security screening performed by the ICEM. The latter claims that it cannot by its charter do screening 


and such work must be done by the countries receiving the immigrants. Since, for instance, many Italians 


are being sent to South America, and since a large proportion of Italians today are Communists oy § 


fellow travellers, Senator McCarran reportedly expressed alarm. Those on congressional committees 
who deal with emigration problems say that screening by Latin American countries is, to say the least, 
highly defective. Hence, the Senator from Nevada was quite properly disturbed about the possibility 
of “more Guatemalas.” And since the United States contributes the largest single country share of the 
funds, McCarran reportedly feels that the ICEM should see that proper screening of migrants is enforced 
before they leave Europe. 


Hence, the following amendment was included in the bill for the U.S. contribution stating that 
“no funds appropriated in this Act or any other Act shall be used to assist directly or indirectly in 
the migration of any person to any nation in the Western Hemisphere who shall not first have heen 
thoroughly screened for security in accordance with standards identical with those standards contained 
in the United States Immigration and Nationality Act.” Adminisiration supporters are opposing this 
stand, and on the eve of adjournment a fight is in progress. 


“Conference on Economic Progress”: is the newest name added to the door of the office occupied 
by consulting economist Leon Keyserling, who headed the President’s Council of Economic Advisors at 
the end of the Truman Administration. Its first publication, a 25¢ pamphlet, “Toward Full Employ- 
ment and Full Production,” is a hard-to-read presentation of assumptions about the current business 
recession and gloomy projections as to what may lie ahead unless the Government and “our enterprise 
system” do certain things. Recommended inter alia are: full employment even if this means unbalanced 
budgets (inflation), easy money, U.S. resources and power development, health & education services, 
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more housing, lifting of farm income, improving the lot of low income groups and the elderly, and 
recognition of “our responsibility to help uplift economic conditions” abroad. 


Reflecting the inflationary bias of full-employment-at-all-costs advocates, the pamphlet seems to 


accept the view that “a gradual rise in the national debt is the best policy to pursue by deliberate J 


choice.” In this the report is in agreement with the book issued earlier this year by the labor-backed 
Public Affairs Institute lambasting the Eisenhower Treasury’s monetary policies of early 1953, 
a rabble-rouser in print. The PAI, led by former TNEC-er Dewey Anderson, has been a regular 
contributor of articles to the CIO News. Affiliated one way or another with both the PAI and the new 
Keyserling body are Morris Llewellyn Cooke, James G. Patton and Seymour E. Harris. The CEP, 
however, takes “encouragement and advice” if not dollars from additional sources, including an AFL 
leader, several businessmen, a “merchant and banker” named E. G. Shinner, Walter Reuther and 
a couple of farm organization men. How about forming a file of “non-profit, non-political groups 
engaged solely in economic research and education”? 


Even the Girl Scouts: On March 31st, we published an article, “Even the Girl Scouts,” by Robert 
LeFevre, criticizing internationalist tendencies in the 1953 edition of the Girl Scout Handbook. The 
piece drew unprecedented interest among readers and was distributed widely. We believe that many 
sound Americans in the higher levels of the Girl Scout organization consequently recognized that the 
Handbook was open to criticism. At any rate, the leadership of the Girl Scouts has just announced 
that revision of the Handbook is under way. Congratulations to Mr. LeFevre — his crusade has apparently 
brought results. 
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e least, 
sibility JUSTICE BEFORE PEACE FOR THE MIDDLE EAST 
> of the 
nforced By ALFRED M. LILIENTHAL 

N NO PROBLEM has the United Nations been a more singular failure than the Pales- 
ms that tine question. After seven years of successive Holy L Lan@ war éWao 1d near-war, the 
Cty In in 


fe been 4 Security Council is again debating the respective rights of Istatl didihe Yyab states. On the 


th 
ntained | basis of past performance, it requires no Cassandra to pa ‘the-fpture: the Palestine 
ing this ; 
. dilemma will continue to remain unresolved, while the Kremlin combines once more to 


exploit the opportunity to strengthen its position in the Arab states and amongst Asian 


ccupied J peoples. 
isors at 
:mploy- 
usiness | Wishinsky adroitly manipulated his role of presiding officer so as to lend all possible 


During the four weeks of wrangling in the Security Council over procedure Andrei 


is comfort to the Arabs in the face of the West’s championing of Israel. This followed two 
alanc 


ervices, 
ly, and § thanks to Vishinsky; other parts of the Arab world sent their congratulations. Mean- 





critical Russian vetoes of pro-Israeli resolutions. The Parliament of Jordan cabled its 


while Secretary Dulles was taking a futile trip to Europe in the hope of devising a unified 


ems tof plan to keep Indo-China and Southeast Asia safe from Communism. 
liberate § 
-backed 
- 1953, light of the growing solidarity of the African-Arab-Asian bloc. The Prime Ministers of 


The West’s military disaster at Dien Bien Phu assumes a broader significance in the 


Rigs Burma, Ceylon, India, Indonesia and Pakistan at the recent Colombo conference 
e new 
> CEP, | demanded independence from France for Tunisia and Morocco and expressed ‘‘deep sym- 


in AFL | pathy” for the Arabs of Palestine. The United Nations was urged to “expedite the re- 


er and er eyey ; 5 Pa g. : 
habilitation of these refugees in their original homes.” The Israeli government has long 


groups 
contended that the UN resolutions regarding the Arab refugees’ right of return to their 
homes in what is now Israel has become outmoded. Zionists maintain that the border 
—_— incidents which have erupted in bloody Kibya and Nahhalin are the direct result of keep- 
. e 


t many ing alive this hope of return instead of resettling the refugees elsewhere amongst the Arab 
hat the peoples. The Arab-Moslem conclave in Jerusalem, which has been called by King Hussein 
of Jordan to plan concerted action regarding Israel is still another step toward forging the 
ties of the six hundred and fifty million neutrals. To this third force the West signifies 
“colonialism and imperialism,” immediate and far worse evils than any that the Soviet is 


accused of embodying. 
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O MEET THIS CHALLENGE the United States continued along its determined course of 
‘losing friends and alienating peoples. In Washington, at a luncheon given by the Post- 
master General, Arab Ambassadors were permitted to be publicly insulted. Rabbi Norman 
Salit, President of the Synagogue Council of America, addressed this gathering of top Wash- 
ington officialdom; the occasion was the dedication of a new stamp by President Eisenhower. 
The rabbi departed from the theme of the occasion to charge that the United Nations had 
protested killings by Israelis, but not killings of Israelis, referred to ‘murders by Jordan- 
ians” and to Israel as the “only democracy in the Near East.” 

In Pittsburgh, William O. Douglas, using his high office of Associate Justice of the 
United States Supreme Court, addressed a United Jewish Appeal Fund drive and assailed 
Arab attempts to undermine Israel, ‘the symbol of democracy in a part of the world that 
has known mostly dictatorships and oppression.” And in New York, Governor Thomas 
E. Dewey attacked the Soviet Union for “‘using their position in the Security Council to 
the detriment of Israel.” 

Television and radio networks centered in New York City and at least the Eastern 
eae press continued to make their facilities available to the pro-Israel viewpoint and 

to “report” the news in a one-sided fashion. The numberless crimes and indignities com- 
mitted against the Jews down through the centuries afforded the excuse, if any 
was needed, to favor the new state over her Arab neighbors. 

Under Truman, domestic political expediency created a most-favored-nation treat- 
ment of Israel. There were some indications that the Republican Administration would 
deviate from this road. In fact, the Middle East visit of Secretary Dulles, the first made 
by an American Secretary of State to the area, was supposed to be a fact-finding trip from 
which a new policy of impartiality was to be hewed. But save for a spate of words, there 
is no “new look” for the Middle East, only the same old handcuffing of the national interest 
in the quest for votes. 

Last fall, in the face of an Israeli violation of a United Nations order relative to work 
on the Jordan River hydroelectric plant, the Department of State withheld funds from 
Israel. This happened to be at the height of the New York City mayoralty election. A 
well-publicized trip to Washington for a meeting with Secretary Dulles, and Republican 
candidate Harold Riegelman was able to emerge triumphantly announcing the resumption 
of funds for Israel. 

Maxwell Rabb, Republican successor to the late David Niles as Executive Assistant to 
the President, in charge of so-called ‘‘minority group” problems, has had the extracurricu- 
lar assignment of heading up the United Jewish Appeal in the city of Washington. This 
drive provides the sinews for Israel. Rabb’s presence in the White House may not have 
been unrelated to another “‘policy’’ step. 


Eric Johnston was appointed special Presidential envoy to the Middle East, with the 
task of bringing the two opposing sides together in economic projects and thus reducing 
the disturbing political frictions. Even if there were some indication that this idyllic goal 
of the Eisenhower Administration were achievable, Mr. Johnston’s own record on the 
Palestine question made him probably the most ineligible Ambassador the Republicans 
could have found. He was the head of the Motion Picture Association, representing an 
industry most sensitive to Zionist pressures. — 
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The Department of State gave immediate security clearance to Johnston but 
apparently never bothered to ask if he had any preconceived views on the Arab-Israel issue. 
When the Assistant. Secretary of State caught up with him, the Washington spokesman for 
Hollywood was already on his mission in Cairo. ““He wasn’t sure — he would have to check 
with his office” was the Johnston reply by intercontinental telephone to the question 
whether he was affiliated with the American Christian Committee for Palestine, a pro- 
Israel propaganda organization. This check revealed that in fact Johnston was a Vice- 
Chairman and from the outset. The new goodwill Ambassador was persona non grata. 
The Arab countries had previously made known to the United States that they would 
refuse to grant visas to members of this group. 


= ARABS AND THEIR ASIAN allies have had great difficulty in discerning any so-called 

new policy of ‘impartial friendship and sympathy.” When the chips are down, America 
is inevitably supporting Israel officially and, even more, privately. The United Jewish 
Appeal announced that they had sent more than 400 million dollars to help Israel in her 
immigrant aid programs. ‘This contribution of tax-exempt dollars represents more per 
year than all the moneys given by the United States for economic aid, including Point 
Four, to the seven Arab nations between 1948 and 1953. 


It is no wonder that the Lebanese Ambassador, Dr. Charles A. Malik, told the Security 
Council that it would not be inappropriate in a general debate on Palestine to inquire 
into the “economic and other help which one party (obviously meaning Israel) is receiv- 
ing from one member (obviously meaning the United States).” The 16 page special 
supplement in the Sunday New York Times on May 16 advertising Israeli Bonds speaks 
for itself. 


United States Ambassadors from the Middle East countries recently conferred 
in Istanbul with Henry A. Byroade, Assistant Secretary of State for Middle East, South 
Asian and African Affairs. They expressed deep concern over growing Soviet support of 
the underground Arab Communist movement and declared the area to be imperiled by 
the increasing Arab-Russian rapprochement. The assembled diplomats urged the reitera- 
tion of the 1950 joint U.S.-British-French declaration to the effect that the Western Big 
Three would use force to prevent aggression by either Israel or her Arab neighbors. 


It is hard to see how a declaration, which has had no success in preventing continuous 
border warfare would be effective in the future, either in halting incidents or Communist 
gains in the area. This tripartite agreement after all is nothing more than a unilateral 
declaration to which the principal parties concerned, the Middle East protagonists, have 
never given their consent. It smacks very much of the very imperialism which the newly 
emancipated African-Asian nations so deeply abhor. 


Red incursions in the Middle East as well as in Southeast Asia can be brought to a 
standstill only if the West enjoys the confidence and support of the peoples of the region. 


Resistance to Communism without the will of the people is futile. And American efforts 
on both a national and UN level to further the determined Zionist ‘‘peace” offensive is 


hot strengthening the will to resist one whit. 








ODAY, AMERICANS DEMAND that even the most complicated questions be solved with 
the simplest answer. ‘‘Peace” has been pre-empted for Israel, and conversely, “‘second 
round” has been attached to the Arab nations. It is true that the Arabs refuse to recognize 
Israel as a fact, but it is equally true that the Israelis have not given the slightest indica. 
tion that they will accept peace save on their own terms. 


Upon his return from the Middle East, Adlai Stevenson in his Reader’s Digest article, 
quoted Prime Minister David Ben Gurion as saying: “‘Our aim is peace... Reparation? We 
won't accept a single Arab ... Jerusalem will be internationalized over our dead bodies 
. .. The Arabs could have accepted the UN boundaries. Instead, they forced us to fight 
for our lives . . . Our territory was increased by war and only war can alter it.” The 
Sharett government has given no sign of departing from this statement. 


The military defeat suffered in 1948 at Israeli hands has not been forgotten by the 
Arab, and he will not risk the additional humiliation of defeat around the conference 
table. The fear of Zionist expansion is matched only by mistrust of the West. History 
provides too many examples of betrayals, starting with the ambiguous Balfour Declara- 
tion and the repudiated assurances of freedom carried by Lawrence of Arabia down to 































the present. So when the same “‘peace”’ talk issues from both the Israelis and the Ameri- ber 
cans, the suggestion meets with thorough suspicion and completely closed minds. adi 
Secretary Dulles ought somehow to try to apply the Robert Burns maxim of “‘seeing wh: 
ourselves as others see us.” Our foreign policy might then be afforded a more realistic | P#) 
approach to U.S. relationship around the globe. cha 
Justice is the key to the Middle East. The formula is relatively simple: Let the United 
States demonstrate that she will be fair to both sides and that she will treat Israel as she J gj 
does any other foreign state. Then policy decisions will be arrived at on the basis of what 7, 
is the best interest of the nation, not in terms of votes in the forthcoming congressional mm 
elections. No realistic appraisal of facts can ignore 45 million Arabs, 300 million Mos- 
lems, vital communication arteries and 52% of the world’s oil reserves. " 
The late Secretary of Defense, James V. Forrestal, in replying to the argument of the a 
Chairman of the Democratic National Committee that certain actions regarding Palestine 
might lose the electoral vote of certain states, retorted: “I think that it is about time that 
somebody should pay some consideration to whether we might not lose the United States.” er 
(From his Diaries. ) ir 
In Nazareth, Israel’s Arab town of 20,000, where Jesus grew up, Communists in April y 
polled 3,034 of 7,900 votes and won six of 15 Council seats. The Russians, unlike the Vv 
auctioneer, are not going to rap three times on their gavel and sing out: ‘Going, Going, b 





Gone.” In facing the progressive alienation of the Arab-Moslem world, boldness and 
courage are as much the order of the day as they are in meeting the challenge of the 
hydrogen bomb. 
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